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THE THEORIES OF EVOLUTION AND THE 
FACTS OF HUMAN ANTIQUITY 


Of course, we all recognize the fact that the great 
point at issue is not the age of man: it is the origin of 
man. To a large extent the argument raging today 
over the antiquity of the species called man is so much 
dust in the air. The disciple and proponent of or- 
ganic evolution realizes the impossibility of ever estab- 
lishing his case in modern research, so he flees to the 
dim ages that are so far past no adequate check can ever 
be made on his so-called findings, and there in the mists 
of antiquity he postulates certain data that he claims 
demonstrates his contention of man’s evolution from an 
apelike ancestor. For generations, literally, the various 
schools of evolution have been ardently engaged in an 
attempt to demonstrate their faith that man has been 
on the earth for literally millions of years; as they con- 
ceive the hope that thus they can disprove the account 
of special creation as found in the pages of the Bible. 
So the question of the antiquity of man, both as a true 
man and as an ape-like creature with a true ape ancestry 
in constantly agitated, that some small comfort might 
be given the devotees of delusion who have no scientific 
basis for their hope. 

The qualifying phrase “‘no scientific basis” is used 
advisedly, and is meant to be taken literally as implying 
all that that phrase may be construed to mean. The 
evidences (?) of an extended antiquity for man are 
purely hypothetical, entirely erroneous, and in most 
cases manufactured entirely out of the imagination and 
desire of the sponsor of such evidence. The attempts 
to produce data have been simply ludicrous, and in any 
other field would be pathetic as well. But there is no 
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pathos in the attempt of staid men of science to falsify 
evidence and obscure the very subject they are pre- 
sumed to illume; this is pure chicanery. Scientific repu- 
tations are used to perpetrate shams and hoaxes that 
-would make the late and able Barnum turn green with 
envy, and cause him to revise his famous estimate, 
which said there was only one sucker born every min- 
ute! ‘ 

One such case is clearly illustrated by the famous 
Nebraska Man. When the late Mr. Bryan was con- 
tending for the right of a sovereign people to enforce 
the laws that a majority of the State desired enforced, 
he was confronted at Dayton, Tennessee, with the 
ablest cohorts of infidelity this vast nation could mus 
ter. The issue was clear: The People desired their law 
to be observed, and an educational hierarchy who were 
wise above what is written disdainfully decided to set 
aside their will. Although gladly taking the tax money 
of the majority without which this minority would 
starve and their system collapse, they denied the right 
of their employers to control the manner in which their 
employers’ own children should be instructed, and a 
famous test case was tried, to settle the issue. On the 
one side counsel was headed by the most famous athe- 
ist in America, on the other side by the finest Christian 
gentleman of his generation. At this trial atheism as- 
sembled many great “authorities” to prove, not that the 
law was unconstitutional, but that the theory of or- 
ganic evolution was a proved and established fact. The 
chief of these experts was Prof. H. H. Newman, of the 
University of Chicago. During the course of the trial, 
the professor somewhat astounded Mr. Bryan by pro- 
ducing the “evidence” of the error of the Bible in claim- 
ing special creation. The Bible, according to him, 
claimed that man was created 4004 B. C., but in the 
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State of Nebraska there dwelt,a man, or a race of men, 
one million years ago! This man and his age consti- 
tuted scientific argument that was incontestable, and 
Mr. Bryan had no reply, except to say he did not be- 
lieve the existence of such a man had ever been proved. 
At which the experts laughed him to scorn, for the 
proof was incontestable! Let us look at that proof. 

It was Mr. Harold Cook who discovered this 
famous fossil man, and the new race was named Hes- 
peropithecus Haroldcookii in honor of the discoverer. 
There is a tremendous literature built up around this 
fossil man of North America, and the most conserva: 
tive estimate of the age of this creature is one million 
years. Of this proof (?) of man’s antiquity Mr. Bryan 
was apparently ignorant; and for this ignorance he was 
openly derided. He persisted, however, in his asser- 
tion that he did not accept the alleged antiquity of this 
ancient citizen of Nebraska and died unreconciled to 
the million year old man of North America. He con: . 
tended that the evidence was too scanty to base such 
far reaching conclusions upon, and pleaded for more 
time and data. He was assured that the greatest au- 
thorities of the scientific world were convinced of the 
authenticity of the find, and that they accepted the 
conclusions based thereon. 

What was this find, and just what did Mr. Harold 
Cook discover in the State of Nebraska? One tooth. 
Yes, you read it aright the first time: one (1) tooth. 
Just a tooth! No, not teeth; tooth. This famous tooth 
was examined by the greatest scientists in the United 
States, and was accepted as proof positive of pre-his- 
toric man in America, and beyond the shadow of a 
doubt he lived here at least one million years ago. 

One of the great specialists who examined the tooth 
was the eminent Dr. William K. Gregory, a man of un- 
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impeachable standing in the sphere of science that deals 
with the age of man and his supposed evolution from 
an apelike ancestor. He is Curator of Comparative 
Anatomy in the American Museum of Natural History 
and also Curator of Fishes; he is also Professor of Ver- 
tebrate Paleontology at Columbia University. He is 
the author of many scientific works, and his next vol- 
ume for which the world of evolution waits is entitled 
“Our Face From Fish to Man.” He is undoubtedly 
the greatest living champion of the theory of a simian 
ancestry for man. 

It was Dr. Gregory who named the Hesperopithi- 
cus tooth “the million dollar tooth.” He studied it, 
examined it, and “experted” it from every possible 
angle, and attested it as a tooth from a human of such 
vast antiquity one million years was a conservative 
guess. 

Another great scientist who accepted all the con- 
. clusions of this tooth and its exponents is the eminent 
Dr. Fairfield Osborn. In his tremendous address be- 
fore the American Philosophical Society at Philadel- 
phia on April 28, 1927, Dr. Osborn placed Hesperopi- 
thicus at the very bottom of the tree depicting the as- 
cent of man, and called him the oldest. He says this 
Hesperopithicus find is the most ancient evidence of 
man in the year 1927, and places him far down below 
Neanderthal, or Eoanthropus, or even the famous 
Pithecanthropus Erectus of recent lamented memory. 

It would be utterly impossible in the scope of such 
a paper as this to review the extensive literature and 
multiplied references to this evidence of man’s anti- 
quity from this one find alone; and equally useless. For 
now the rest of the skeleton of this famous pre-historic 
man of Nebraska has been found, and it turns out to be 
an extinct peccary, a species of pig that is now extinct 
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in the territory covered by the United States, but once 
found here in large numbers. The solemn array of 
experts, the doctors, the specialists, the comparative ana- 
tomists, the eminent authorities and the curators who 
agreed that this was a man were all wrong; it was a 
tooth of a pig. What supreme confidence we may en- 
joy in the future, when this same imposing array of 
brains attest the next wonderful find! Solemnly, with 
every assurance that their science justified their dog- 
matic conclusions, they made a whole race of men 
from the tooth of a pig long since dead, and even found 
that man’s age to be one million years back. And 
laughed at the mighty intellect of Bryan for repudi- 
ating their conclusions! 

This is not the only case where this has been done, 
and far reaching conclusions have been based on such 
insufficient evidence. Another famous scientific bal- 
loon, filled with hot air, has been deflated now that the 
much advertised “Southwest Colorado Man” has been 
shown to have been entirely constructed from a tooth 
of a small horse of the Eocene period. “Give us a 
tooth!” seems to be the cry of the experts; and they 
will supply all the rest from imagination and plaster 
of paris. 

It is a fundamental error that is often made: this 
basing tremendous assertions on insufficient evidence. 
There is before us now the case of the ancient man 
called the Heidelberg race. Here again is an entire 
race constructed out of one lower jaw. 

Undoubtedly the famous Heidelberg jaw is in many 
ways unusual. The size of the teeth, the height and 
breadth of the rami, and the receding slope of the 
anterior section all mark it as being uncommon in 
modern osteology. The grave anthropologists and the 
specialists in man’s origin weightily considered it, and 
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finally placed the former possessor in the scale of evo- 
lution just a little below the Neanderthal man and a 
trifle above the low-browed Piltdown specimen. Not 
that Heidelberg escaped the stigma of a low brow, 
quite the contrary! For the eminent Osborn says of 
him: “The Heidelberg race, now recognized as of Low- 
er Pleistocene, is probably a giant pro-Neanderthal, 
characterized by projecting eyebrows, and by a brain 
that would probably prove to be somewhat inferior in 
capacity to the more recent Neanderthals. We con- 
sequently reach an entirely new estimate of the brain 
capacity of the human race at the close of Pliocene time 
and at the beginning of Pleistocene time, a period esti- 
mated at between 1,250,000 to 1,000,000,000 years be- 
fore our era.” (Science, Vol. LXV., No. 1690, May 
20, 1928, page 484.) 

Note carefully the “projecting eyebrows! For the 
Heidelberg man they have only as a basis of study a 
lower jaw. So they solemnly make a set of eyebrows 
out of plaster of paris, and like children at play joy- 
fully point to the eyebrows they have themselves manu- 
factured and with great satisfaction prove their case 
of antiquity and beastial origin therefrom! And going 
back into the past a mere million and a quarter to a 
billion years, they also see the size and shape of the 
Tertiary brain from these same eyebrows they have 
formed out of plaster of paris, and formed to fit their 
theory. This all passes the bounds of the sedate and 
sane and encroaches on the territory of the ridiculous 
and insane; and this is done in the name of science! 

What is the real value of the Heidelberg jaw? Can 
we postulate for its possessor a condition of physio- 
logical animalism that will strengthen the theory of 
evolution? Indeed, far from being the case, the very 
opposite is true. There are hords of living men today 
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with Heidelberg jaws, and they are anything but sim- 
ian in their characteristics. In Science, Vol. LX VIII, 
No. 1765, October 26, 1928, there appeared an article 
given here in full, entitled 


The Massive Jawbones of South Sea Islanders 


“Massive jawbones, resembling in many details 
of structure the jaw of the ancient Heidelberg 
Man, have been found by Professor A. N. Burkitt, 
of Sydney University, in a collection of modern 
human remains from the South Sea Islands of New 
Caledonia. He reports his researches in the British 
scientific journal, Nature. 

The discovery of the Australian anthropolo- 
gist suggests the possibility of a revolutionary 
change in our assumptions concerning the kind of 
person Homo Heidelbergensis was. It has always 
been taken for granted that he was a pronounced 
lowbrow. Though no skull of his race has been 
discovered, and a single jawbone is the only Heid- 
elberg relic ever turned up, this jawbone is of such 
brutish porportions that the assumption has al- 
ways been that the rest of his head must have been 
shaped to match it, and that in particular he had 
a low sloping forehead and a brain notably smaller 
than that of modern man. 

The jawbones examined by Professor Burkitt 
are more advanced in structure than the Heidel: 
berg jaw in some respects, notably in having more 
of a chin, but they are decidedly “Heidelbergian” 
in their general depth and massiveness and espec- 
ially in the width and configuration of the ramus, 
or angle where the jaws fit into the cheek. But the 
natives of New Caledonia are not lowbrows; even 
though they are savages their skulls are “modern,” 
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and their brains are just about as large as those of 
contemporary Europeans. 

This leaves us with the possibility, disquieting to 
current anthropological assumptions, that the mes- 
sivejawed Heidelberg man did not necessarily 
have a gorilline cranium. And nothing short of 
the discovery of a Heidelberg skull can really settle 
the matter.” ‘ 


Please note that this new evidence is “disquieting” 
to current anthropological assumptions. It is then a 
pure assumption that the Heidelberg man had a gorilla 
like cranium. But this assumption has certainly done 
noble service in the cause of evolution, which would be 
sadly handicapped without the aid of these aforesaid 
assumptions! There is not a single line of evidence 
for the animal origin of man that is not based entirely 
on these same assumptions. Again we feel tempted to 
say that the shade of Mr. Barnum must moan with 
envy as he contemplates the gullible generation that 
escaped his own lesser arts and powers to deceive. 

. Another of these assumptions and one that has 
been the very life blood of the theory of organic evo- 
lution is the justly renowned Java find, called Pithecan- 
thropus Erectus. This name simply means Ape Man 
who Walked Erect; and for purposes of introduction 
his portrait appears on the cover of this paper. Con- 
cerning him we have much to say. He has spoken for 
the theory of evolution with a clarion voice for many 
years past, as he is the chief witness in the famous 
“Hall of Man” in the American Museum of Natural 
History. There is no way of estimating the multitudes 
of men, women and children who have passed in re 
view before his grimacing visage in these passing years, 
for it has been a popular pastime with many teachers 
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to take their classes to the museum and display Pithe- 
canthropus to them as a crushing and conclusive evi- 
dence of the antiquity of man. Not only of the an- 
tiquity, but as always, the Siamese twin of origin at- 
taches itself to the demonstration as well. 

No discovery has ever so cheered the cohorts of 
evolution like the Pithecanthropus find. They were 
elated above description when this proof of their story 
was first announced, and they have been relying on it 
ever since. Because of the importance placed by evo- 
lutionary protagonists on this so-called proof, we must 
set forth the conditions of its discovery, and also of the 
credibility of the find. We will deal later with the 
interpretation of the discovery, but must first get the 
history clear by recapitulation. 

The discoverer was Dr. Eugene Dubois, a physician 
in the Dutch army who was then stationed in Java. 
He had been excavating on the banks of the Bengawan 
river in Central Java, in the hope of finding remains of 
pre-human man. Whether his interpretation of his 
subsequent finds was colored by this hope or not we 
cannot say, but in the light of recent events it is at least 
highly probable. In the year 1891 he found, near 
Trinal, certain very fragmentary specimens, consisting 
of the calvarium, the endocranial cavity, a femur, three 
teeth and a fragment of a lower jaw. That is all he 
discovered, and his limited find was not made public 
until 1894. At that time a description only was given 
to the scientific world by the doctor, and he gave the 
hypothetical creature that presumably left these few 
bones the name by which it has since been known. Year 
after year fled by, and in the face of repeated efforts of 
many men of science to view these bones, they still re- 
mained unviewed by any other scientist on the face of 
the earth, until the year 1923. In the meantime a vast 
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literature had grown up around the description of the 
bones; countless casts and statutes had been made by 
artists from this same description, and the Ape man of 
Java had grown into the Trinal race! Then appeared 
in Science, Vol. IVII, No. 1485, June 15, 1923, the 
following article: 


A “Skeleton in Closet” 
Science Service 


“There is a ‘skeleton in the closet’ of man’s 
evolutionary history, and Prof. E. Dubois, former 
surgeon in the Dutch Army, holds the key. The 
‘closet’ is said to be a good stout safe in Haarlem, 
Holland, and the skeleton is none other than that 
of Pithecanthropus Erectus, the famous ape-man 
who lived in Java over a half million years ago. 
For thirty years scientists from all over Europe 
have beseiged Dr. Dubois for permission to exam- 
ine the remains, while eminent anthropologists 
have crossed the ocean for that purpose only to 
be turned away at the door. 

“His locking up of these specimens and hold- 
ing out on his fellow scientists has become an in- 
ternational scandal, and is credited with causing 
other scientists to follow the same policy. The 
Natural History Museum at Paris now has a num- 
ber of skulls of cave men of the Neanderthal peri 
od which were discovered in 1912 which they re- 
fuse to allow scientists to examine thoroughly. 

“The Java apeman remains were found by 
Dr. Dubois near Trinal in the central part of the 
island of Java in 1891. All that has been furnished 
the scientific world are casts of the top of the 
skull, and two teeth,and a photograph of the thigh 
bone in 1894. He concluded that these remains 
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represented a true intermediate form between an- 
thropoid apes and man. Some, however, believe 
they represent a very primitive man, others that 
they represent merely an extinct form of ape. To 
solve more definitely these problems, scientists 
have sought permission to examine the original 
petrified fossils themselves, but Dr. Dubois has re- 
fused on the excuse that he wished to publish his 
own findings first. 

“Scientists recognize that such action is proper 
if the findings are published within a reasonable 
time; but to explain the years that he has withheld 
his work it has been rumored that he was influ- 
enced by religious bigotry to which these bones 
were ‘a skeleton in the closet’ in the general ac-: 
ceptance of that phrase. 

“The story of an unsuccessful pilgrimage to 
Dr. Dubois’ home in Holland several years ago is 
told by Dr. Ales Hrdlicka, anthropologist of the 
Smithsonian Institute. He was simply unable to 
find Dr. Dubois’ home. Dr. Hrdlicka praises 
Dr. Dubois’ exploration and early reports on the 
valuable bones, although he and many other sci- 
entists would like to see the originals, make their 
own measurements and form their own conclus- 
ions. “The final word concerning their exact age 
and true biological position has not yet been pro- 
nounced,’ said Dr. Hrdlicka, in explaining that 
there was no room for doubt as to the place of 
discovery of the several bones and their geological 
relations. 

“The Java ape-man is the oldest of all the links 
tending to show man’s rise in the world. From 
the geological strata in which it was found, it is 
estimated that it must have lived from 500,000 to 
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a million years ago, making it nearly twice as old 
as the next oldest caveman. The first human or 
near-human remains yet found, it was recently 
shown by Dr. Hrdlicka, are those of the so-called 
Piltdown man found near London, England, and 
probably dating back over 250,000 to 300,000 
years. He believed that modern man may have 
developed from this western type and that the 
Java ape‘man represents an extinct branch and 
is not in the direct line of man’s ascent.” ; 

Evidently, as a result of this criticism, Dr. Ales 
Hrdlicka was the first scientist to be invited to view 
these specimens, and early in July, 1923, thirty-two 
years after their discovery, these fragmentary objects 
were subjected to their first unprejudiced scientific an- 
alysis. As a result of his survey, Dr. Hrdlicka said, 
“None of the published illustrations or casts now in 
various museums are accurate. The jaw fragment 
was from another and later type of man. The femur is 
without doubt human.” 

Note that statement carefully, as it is made by 
the greatest living anthropologist. “None of the pub- 
lished illustrations or casts now in various museums are 
accurate!” But for thirty-two years these inaccurate 
and misleading fakes have been the chief anthropologi- 
cal evidence of the theory of organic evolution, and 
even today, as I write, years after this honest and hon- 
orable scientist made his survey of these bones, the 
false and misleading statues still occupy their old and 
established place of prominence in the museums of the 
land. And that in the face of the fact that Dr. Dubois 
had on July tenth sent to the Smithsonian Institute 
what he himself called “new and reliable casts’ of all 
the fossil bones of the famous Pithecanthropus. 

The value and worth of these reconstructions now 
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being displayed, that have done such great service for 
these score and a half years, may be estimated in the 
light of what true experts, who know these specimens 
intimately, have to say about these said reproductions. 
For this purpose I give here a copy of a letter written to 
me by Jean M. F. Dubois, the son of Dr. Eugen Dubois, 
the original discoverer of the Trinal man. 

Mr. Harry Rimmer, care Science Bureau, 

Los Angeles, Calif. 

Dear Sir: 

I have been advised that you made a statement 
recently in regard to the Pithecanthropus Erectus, 
discovered by Dr. Eugen Dubois, considering same 
a fake. The skull, as well as the other bones were 
faked, you must have stated. 

If you refererd to the “fossils” on exhibit in 
New York I may say that you are perfectly right 
in calling them faked. They really are, being only 
copies (gypsum) of the original fossils, which are 
in Holland in the possession of their discoverer, 
Dr. Dubois. 

For your guidance kindly be informed that the 
original fossils have all the earmarks of fossils of 
a pliocene age, and even Virchow, who all his life 
fought bitterly against the doctrine of Evolution, 
had to admit that these bones had puzzled him. 

I am writing the above in order to do justice 
to Dr. Eugen Dubois, my father, who discovered 
the fossils of Pithecanthropus Erectus, (in Java), 
making the theory of evolution a historical fact. 

It may surprise you to know that my father 
and the writer, (both strongly believing in evolu- 
tion), believe in God. It may not be a “personal 
God,” but our God is a God in the large, as He 
should be seen! 
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I trust that the above information may be of 
interest to you, and may help you further in your 
campaign against evolution, as nothing can do 
more harm to any case than incorrect statements. 

(Signed) J. M. F. Dubois. 

Before commenting on this communication, let me 
hasten to disclaim any intent to belittle Dr. Dubois, or 
cast reflection on his integrity. I believe, and have 
always believed, he did find exactly what he says he 
found, and in exactly that condition and locality. My 
contention is not against his facts, but the interpreta- 
tion special pleaders for organic evolution have placed 
upon these facts. As for instance the statement of 
Mr. Dubois in the above letter, as underlined and em- 
phasized by the writer himself, that this one fragmen- 
tary discovery makes the theory of organic evolution a 
historical fact. That is a tremendous decision to base 
on a mere handful of bones, especially in the light of 
further studies of those bones. Also, the age factor is 
in the arena again, and after having once established 
and settled the fact of the utmost antiquity for the 
Pithecanthropus specimen, as we see from the follow- 
ing note from Dr. Osborn. This reference was pub- 
lished in Science, Vol. LXIX, No. 1782, February 22, 
1929, and is entitled, 


Note on the Geologic Age of Pithecanthropus 
and Eoanthropus 


“Tt is a singular coincidence that the original 
estimates of the geologic age of both the Trinal 
apeman of Java (Pithecanthropus) and the Pilt- 
down dawn-man of Sussex (Eoanthropus) are be- 
ing revised at the present time. 

“Pithecanthropus when discovered was regard- 
ed as of Upper Pliocene age—a proper geologic 

16 


position for the supposedly ancient ancestral link 
in the human chain. It now seems almost certain 
that Pithecanthropus is of Middle Pleistocene age, 
since, as Dietrich and Osborn have pointed out, 
Proboscidean and other quadrupeds among which 
Pithecanthropus lived are apparently Middle Plei- 
stocene, still less Pliocene. Professor Osborn has 
written Professor Dietrich, of Berlin, to go over 
this paleontologic evidence again because unless 
it can be challenged it proves that Pithecanthropus 
is another instance of the survival of a very primi- 
tive type of mammal in a primitive forested envi- 
ronment where food was plenty, there was little 
need of clothing, and safety was assured by con- 
cealment or flight rather than by combat with 
weapons. 

“On the other hand, the case of Eoanthropus 
(Piltdown man) is quite different; its darkly color- 
ed and thoroughly fossilized skull fragments are in- 
termingled with fragments’ of grinding teeth of 
Proboscideans of unquestionable Upper Pliocene 
age, namely, the species Archidiskodon planifrons 
and Anancus arvernesis. If Eoanthropus belongs 
with these teeth it is surely Upper Pliocene, but 
intermingled in the Piltdown gravels are other 
tooth fragments of somewhat lighter color belong- 
ing to the hippopotamus which in Great Britain 
was a Lower Pleistocene inhabitant. By this mixed 
evidence it is demonstrated that the Eoanthropus 
skull was probably a washout river channel speci 
men from some old sand or gravel bank and the 
problem is whether it came from a Pliocene gravel 
bank with the primitive elephant and mastodon, 
or from a Pleistocene gravel bank with a primitive 
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“In either case Eoanthropus, the dawn-man of 
Sussex, now appears to be of greater geologic age 
than Pithecanthropus, the Trinal apeman. Thus 
in the course of the last eighteen years Eoanthro- 
pus and Pithecanthropus have changed places in 
the geologic time scale.” 

Henry Fairfield Osborn, 
American Museum of Natural History. 


Now we are constrained to wonder what changes 
may be made in the interpretations of these finds in the 
next eighteen years. These findings are all subject to 
repeated revision and it is folly to claim historical 
accuracy for the theory of organic evolution on such 
a flimsy structure of scanty evidence. 

Especially is this so when we note the conditions 
under which these few relics were recovered. Upon 
making a study of the reproduction of the sketch of 
the site of this find, made by Dr. Dubois, and printed 
in Science News Letter for the week of Oct. 9, 1926, 
we note that the fragments were discovered below the 
dry season level of the river, and far beneath the high 
water level of the rainy season. To anyone who has 
ever witnessed the action of flood and streams in piling 
disassociated debris in an indiscriminate heap, the ap- 
parent association of fragments found on a river bank 
below water level loses any scientific significance it may 
otherwise have had. There is even serious doubt that 
any of these fragments belong together at all, or that 
Pithecanthropus is anything but a highly improbable 
synthetic reproduction! That science is thinking seri- 
ously at last on this phase of the contention is clearly 
seen from the accompanying article from Science, Vol. 
LXVIII, No. 1762, October 5, 1928, in which Dr. 
Gieseler expresses what many others have been think- 
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ing and saying for some time. Writing under the cap- 
tion “Primitive Skulls and Thigh-Bones,” the article 
carries food for thought. 


Primitive Skulls and Thigh-Bones 


“Has man gone up the evolutionary ladder 
literally feet first? Did his legs evolve into human 
legs faster than his head evolved into a human 
head? The possibility that there has been a ten- 
dency in the human genus to evolve from the bot- 
tom up in more than the figurative sense is sug-. 
gested by Dr. Wilhelm Gieseler, of the University 
of Munich, writing in the German scientific week- 
ly, Forschungen und Fortschritte. 

“Dr. Gieseler has made a study of the two 
most disputed human or near-human remains so 
far discovered, the Pithecanthropus or Ape-Man 
of Java, and the Broken Hill Man of South Africa. 
Both of these nth degree great uncles of the human 
race had very primitive skulls, the cranium of 
Pithecanthropus especially being ‘so low-brow’ 
that many anatomists are still disposed to deny it 
human rank at all, but to classify it instead as the 
skull of an extinct species of gibbon or East Indian 
ape. 

“Dr. Gieseler defends his opinion that Pithe 
canthropus was human, largely on the basis that 
his eyesockets are man-like rather than apedike, 
although he admits that the skull is so low that the 
doubts of some of his colleagues are easily account 
ed for. 

“But an examination of the thigh-bones of 
both Pithecanthropus and Broken Hill Man tells 
an entirely different story. Not only is the thigh 
bone of Pithecanthropus quite unlike that of a 

19 


gibbon, but the thigh-bones of both the extinct 
humans (or near-humans) are so much like those 
of modern man that doubts have been expressed 
in both instances as to whether they really belong 
with the skulls at all. If they do not, it is an ex- 
tremely striking coincidence that two debatable 
skulls should have happened to be found with 
thigh-bones that did not belong to them. If they 
do, we have the astonishing spectacle of men, or 
mam-like creatures, with very decidedly primitive 
.skulls walking on leg-bones built on a decidedly 
madern pattern.” 


Note especially the statement that many anatomists 
are disposed to deny it any human rank at all; and that 
Dr. Gieseler ranks it as human “largely on the basis 
that its eye-sockets are human rather than ape-like,” at 
the same time admitting that the doubts of his col- 
leagues are well founded. Consider also the origin of 
these same eye-sockets that are the basis of his faith in 
the human derivation of Pithecanthropus: they were 
made by the reconstructors out of plaster of paris! The 
artists themselves made these eye-sockets; and then like 
children playing with mud pies and clay images base the 
proof of the theory on that portion of the figure that 
they themselves had made. And made not according 
to the clearly established laws of osteometry, but ac- 
cording to the desire of their prejudice, and in order 
that they might have even this bruised reed of their 
invention to fall back upon. ‘And this in the sacred 
name of Science! 

The final word about Pithecanthropus, and the evi- 
dence of the eager desire of the evolutionists to accept 
anything that might be of aid to their sinking theory, 
must be discussed in the light of the new skull of the 

20 


famous Java specimen “found” in Trinal, in Java, by 
another Netherlands scientist, Prof. Heberlein. The 
sensation this find made is still fresh in the minds of 
the public, and the rare delight of the defenders of 
evolution will not soon be forgotten. Here is a typical 
newspaper article, taken verbatim from the press, head- 
lines and all: 


Perfect Skull of Prehistoric Man, Missing Link Found 


Batavia, Java., Sept. 28. (AP) — Professor 
Heberlein, of the Netherlands Government medi- 
cal service has discovered at Trinal, in central Java, 
a complete skull of the ape-like creature termed 
by some “the missing link” and by science Pithe- 
canthropus Erectus. 

Professor Heberlein’s find, which is complete 
and sound, will be kept in Dutch East India, as 
the exportation of such relics is prohibited. 


A most extensive article was published also in Sci- 
ence News Letter for October 9, 1926, carrying the 
spectacular headline: “Jungle Speaks Again on Man’s 
Pre-Human Relatives.” 

Then followed an extensive article by Frank Thone, 
telling how a bewildered creature, a man, “but marked 
deeply with the brand of the ape” has emerged at last 
from the silence of two hundred and fifty thousand 
years, and Pithecanthropus at last has a brother. This 
is followed by an extensive article telling of the value of 
the new find to science, carrying the same note of ela- 
tion all the way through. 

The elation is more than justified if this is a true 
and complete skull of Pithecanthropus, but alas! the 
bubble burst. At the regular meeting of the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science at Phila 
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delphia, December 31, 1926, Dr. Ales Hrdlicka gave a 
graphic account of this and other scientific frauds, and 
he said it was NOT A SKULL OF THE FAMED 
APE-Man; but the knee bone of an extinct elephant! 

So here we are right back where we started from, 
with the whole contention of the tremendous age of 
man and the supposed demonstration of his ape-ances- 
try resting entirely upon a pitifully small handful of 
fragmentary bone remnants. The evolutionists would 
indeed be pressed for material if plaster of paris were 
not so abundant. But the evidence of man’s antiquity in 
the field of human fossils is so scanty as to be practi- 
cally valueless when considered as time factors. 

There remains then, just one other field of evidence, 
that being the discovery of various artifacts of human 
origin in certain geological strata that are interpreted 
to prove a vast antiquity. The conclusions drawn from 
this type of evidence are as erroneous and unreliable 
as those previously surveyed in the field of osteology, 
yet as it is the last line of defense for the animal ances- 
try of man, it is being stressed heavily today. The 
stone implements of extinct races are of fascinating 
interest to all of us, especially when they are associated 
with the burial deposits of their originators. There is 
a waning custom that once held full sway, of arrang- 
ing the various types of stone implements, weapons and 
tools, in an ascending scale of culture and dating them 
by their rough or smooth finish. The age factor is pre- 
sumed to be settled by the amount of skill and finish 
the object manifests, and the rougher the stone the 
more ancient it is supposed to be. The fallacy of this 
method is known to every trained archeologist, for in 
all of our collections we can show various implements 
less than a century old that are as crude as anything the 
paleolithic devotees can demand, and others that are 
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many, many centuries old that are most beautifully 
wrought, showing a tremendous degree of skill and 
mechanical attainment. 

To arrange stone implements in age order by cul- 
ture is utterly unscientific. Let us suppose that our 
race catastrophically perished, and three thousand years 
from now a new race of archeologists began to dig us 
up, knowing little or nothing of the civilization we rep- 
resent. They would perhaps call us the “Men of the 
Old Steel Age,” and in their museums would arrange 
our evolution by various tools. If they followed the 
present custom they would display a case of crowbars, 
labelled “Rough Steel Age,” and date these tools as 
very early in our culture. In another case they would 
put a set of surgeon’s instruments or a watchmaker’s 
tools, and call these the “Smooth Steel Age.” An ex- 
planation would be printed in the guide book, saying 
that the crowbars were six thousand years older than 
the finer tools! That is, if they followed the unscienti- 
fic methods of the modern museum today. 

What a fine case they would make with a display 
that ran from a crowbar at one extreme, to the den- 
tist’s drill at the other! And how utterly misleading to 
show such a gradual evolution, when we all know that 
we use a rough, coarse tool for a homely task, and a fine 
polished instrument for a delicate bit of work. So 
with the men of an ancient day. When the Indian de- 
sired to quarry flint, he used a rude stone hammer that 
was fitted for a rough task. At the same time he car- 
ried on his person a finely finished stone blade to use 
in skinning his game, or shaping the shaft of an arrow. 
While his women sewed skins together, using sinews 
for thread and a beautifully wrought stone drill or awl 
with which to punch the holes. Let us simply have 
the integrity as research scientists to accept the facts 
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we possess without seeking to advance our prejudiced 
opinions and pet theories with interpretations of those 
facts that are totally unwarranted. 

When we get into the evidence of geology again, 
the case is even less reliable. Artifacts and human 
evidences that belong on the surface may be found in 
many varying depths from many causes. One peculiar 
case of intrusion came to my attention a few years ago 
while excavating the Badger mounds near the border 
of extinct Lake Tulare. Fourteen feet deep in the soil, 
mingled with bones almost innumerable, I found a small 
piece of amber glass of very recent origin, evidently 
from a broken beer bottle. It was startling to find this 
down among bones of such antiquity, but instead of 
accepting this as evidence of the late burial of these 
primitives, or as evidence of the primitive man’s ability 
to make such glass, we looked for the reason. We 
might have measured the depth at which the fragment 
was found, allowed one quarter inch for every hundred 
years (as is often done!) and proved the antiquity of 
glass making on the American continent. But instead 
of that we found the tunnel of the rodent that had 
penetrated to the bottom of the burial pit, and saw how 
the fragment of glass had penetrated by intrusion from 
the surface. 

A most illuminating article on this subject appeared 
in Science, Vol. LXII, No. 1603, September 18, 1925, 
from the pen of Dr. W. H. Holmes, an archeologist 
with the Smithsonian Institute. Dr. Holmes begins his 
article by stating that the fascination of scientific re- 
search has brought many enthusiastic but un- 
trained adventurers into the field, whose fanciful in- 
terpretations or fragmentary finds are of only slight 
importance as they are soon forgotten. However, when 
geological chronology is appealed to by explorers whose 
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statements and conclusions find a place in the records of 
scientific journals the case becomes more serious and 
deserves more than a passing notice. He then refers 
to F. B. Loomis, and his reputed find of certain arti- 
facts of human origin associated with the bones of the 
Columbian elephant at Melbourne, Florida. Loomis 
made the contention that this proves that man and the 
elephant were contemporary in North America, estab- 
lishing a Pleistocene antiquity for man. Analyzing this 
evidence, Dr. Holmes says: “It has been my practice 
during many years of archeological research to begin on 
the surface of the site under examination with the 
known peoples and their culture, following the story 
downward in the successive formations until all stages 
of occupations disappear. And I may state that in no 
case in many years continuous investigation in the 
American field have I found a trace of human handi- 
work not assignable with safety to the Indian tribes, 
historic or pre-historic, and none so deeply imbedded 
in geologically ancient strata as to preclude the possi- 
bility of intrusion from ‘recent horizons.” 

Dr. Holmes then applies this same method of con- 
sideration to the find of Loomis, which consists of one 
rough flint instrument, one fractured flint blade, leaf 
shaped; a knife or spearhead; and three pieces of fossil 
bone marked with human handiwork. 

The stone fragments were found in a bed of sand 
three feet below the surface of the hammock, and as- 
sociated somewhat closely with fossil bones of an ex- 
tinct elephant. The bone fragments, incised, were 
found in surface muck thrown up by a dredge, so no 
argument can be predicated upon their position. 

In approaching this study, Dr. Holmes establishes 
the fact that the primitive Indians of Florida quarried 
fossil bones to use in their tool-making art, and says: 
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“There is good reason to hold that the flint blade found 
was broken by a Florida Indian in an attempt to utilize 
bits of fossil bone in implement making, and that at a 
period ten thousand or more years after the last ele 
phant had disappeared from the Florida jungle.” In- 
dians, hastily called away from their quarrying opera- 
tions have many times left their implements behind 
them, and these were subsequently covered up by such 
natural causes as cave-in, action of water, and so forth, 
so the evidence of antiquity collapses here under the 
light of a sane and impartial investigation. . 

As with the Loomis travesty, so with the Hespero- 
pithicus, the eolithic, the Frederick, and all the other 
recent startling “proofs” of man’s antiquity from the 
cultural factors and their geological associations. As the 
Hesperopithicus case is the late and presently agitated 
one, I will conclude with this final article that settles 
the nature of that demonstration. This article, appear- 
ing in Science, Vol. LXVII, No. 1734, March 23, 
1928, is by one of the real authorities in America, Dr. 
N. G. Nelson, of the American Museum of Natural 
History, and is entitled: 


“Pseudo Artifacts from the Pliocene of Nebraska” 


“In Science of May 20, 1927, there appears, 
on page 482, a genealogical diagram by Henry 
Fairfield Osborn, showing his recently modified 
conception of the origin of man and of his culture. 
Near the base of the family tree is indicated the 
geological position of the well-known Hesperopith- 
icus tooth, and of certain accompanying fossil bone 
fragments, thought to be implements. Indirect text 
ual references to the latter are to be found in the 
same issue (Science News, page xiv) and also in 
Science of May 6 (Science News, page x). 
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“In Science of December 16, Professor W. K. 
Gregory published a belated article setting forth 
his matured views regarding the famous tooth un- 
der the explanatory title, “Hesperopithicus appar- 
ently not an Ape nor a Man.” It seems timely, 
therefore, that available observation on the associ- 
ated bone “implements” should also be made 
known without further delay and I accordingly 
submit my findings as originally set down in 
August. , 

“The occurrence of anthropoid remains in the 
Snake Creek beds at Aldine, Nebraska, being still 
under dispute, the existence in this Pliocene de- 
posit of bone objects suggestive of a tool-making 
being becomes a subject calling for more than 
ordinary caution. Observation, unfortunately, is 
further limited by the fact that in the absence not 
only of human skeletal remains and of hearth-sites, 
but also of stone implements such as could have 
been used in the production of bone artifacts, the 
question of man’s presence comes to depend en- 
tirely on the evidence furnished by the peculiar 
bone specimens themselves. 

“Having been requested for an opinion con 
cerning these bones, it was at once assumed that 
the occasion demanded something decisive. The 
entire available collection—or rather selection— 
has therefore been subjected to systematic study. 
To check my own observations, the material was 
looked over independently by a laboratory assist- 
ant who had previously shown some aptness, e.g., 
in detecting frauds among our old Indian collec 
tions. More precisely stated, this examination in- 
volved the scrutiny of nearly 3,000 specimens with 
a magnifying glass and by the aid of the best ob- 
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tainable light. In short, all reasonable mechanical 
precautions have been observed. By way of fur 
ther precaution I have also, as a matter of course, 
asked myself these questions: What now is it you 
are looking for? What precisely are the stand- 
ards by which you are to measure these specimens? 
Expressed in other terms, what are the diagnostic 
characters indicating bone artifacts? 

“Without giving a complete inventory of 
primitive bone implements and ornaments, it may 
here suffice to say that implements divide into two 
major groups or classes, viz., sharp-pointed and 
sharp-edged. The ornaments, or at any rate the 
objects less distinctly utilitarian, separate into tub- 
ular forms (cylindrical beads, flutes, etc.,), and 
thin flat forms of varying outlines, rectilineal and 
curvilineal. And what distinctive features nor- 
mally characterize each and all of these four out- 
standing classes of objects? First of all, a certain 
more or less easily recognizable shape or design. 
In the second place, implements are generally 
marked by evidences of wear, often resulting in a 
high degree of polish. Generally, too, they are 
marked by abrasions, if not actual perforations; 
and they almost invariably show certain unmistak- 
able straight-line cuts and scratches running diag- 
onally or tarnsversely across the natural striations 
of the bone itself. Assuming, therefore, that the 
bone specimens to be examined were worked or 
utilized in a fresh state, and that at least some of 
the more deep-going evidences of artificial treat 
ment have been perserved in the fossilized objects 
now available, we have remaining these criteria: 
shape, wear, polish, butting marks, chopping 
marks, abrasions, and perforations. These are per- 
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haps not infallible proofs but they are all that we 
have. In matters of observation pertaining to 
objective facts no man is entitled to call up a stand- 
ard for judgment out of his own inner conscious- 
ness. 

“By the light, then, of these deliberate pre- 
cautions, the cursory examination of all the ma- 
terial and the repeated critical study of the several 
suspect pieces were undertaken. The result is, in 
brief, that I find no positive evidence either of in- 
tentional design or of artificial workmanship. 

“Tt is true there are several pointed forms re- 
sembling awls and also some tubular bone sections 
resembling beads, which, if found, say, in an In- 
dian shell-heap would cause a careful archeologist 
to look at them several times before discarding 
them. But, after all, aside from their suggestive 
shape—simulating not finished articles but rather 
improvised forms often adapted from accidental 
fragments—they carry none of the real telltale 
marks above enumerated. When, therefore, it is 
alleged (Science News, May 10, p. xiv) that 
“eighteen of the (Nebraska) types of tools have 
been matched with counterparts found in the ruins 
of cliff-dwellers,” two observations become im- 
perative. One is, that with two exceptions—awls 
and tubular beads—the “eighteen counterparts” 
are not designed tools or ornaments, but merely ac- 
cidental fragments, a few of which have served 
temporary purposes. The other is that the “match- 
ing process” referred to involved on the discover- 
er’s part the culling over of many thousands of 
fossil bone fragments. We have here, in other 
words, a close parallel to the selective procedure 
of which Europeans have made so much in the 
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accumulation of eoliths. But, as in the case of 
eoliths, it is pertinent here to remark that given 
the proper raw materials and the right natural 
conditions for their manipulations, nature produces 
many things more or less suggestive of human 
handiwork, and the collector by taking pains can 
easily gather an array of imitations which consid- 
ered by themselves are sometimes deceptively im- 
pressive. 


“Tt is true also that the Nebraska collection 
affords several bone specimens marked by worn 
U-shaped grooves of varying and rather large di- 
mensions and of unexplainable origin. These 
grooves are, however, weathered irregularly, and 
taken by themselves are meaningless, being in no 
sense characteristic of true artifacts. 


“Lastly, there are two, perhaps, three, bone 
fragments which carry decidedly suggestive mark- 
ings. Two of these specimens are so striking that 
once more the writer would say if they had been 
found in a refuse heap one might conceivably have 
retained them as showing certain accidental and 
purposeless indications of human activity. One 
of these pieces is a rib fragment with some shallow 
irregular cutlike markings on the inner face. No 
one can say that these are or are not artificial. 
They may, however, be nothing but tooth marks. 
The other piece is a tibia fragment, the sharp 
natural angle of which carries four slantingly 
transverse chop-like marks. These markings, 
though fairly deep, are not sufficiently cut to en- 
able any one to say positively that they are artifi- 
cial; and close to them, moreover, are several oth- 
er fainter and more irregular markings which are 
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certainly not artificial and which therefore 
weaken the original possibilities. 


“There remains the difficult question of acci- 
dental fracture. The success of the collector’s 
matching process is really dependent on this fea- 
ture. And it can not be denied that some of the 
longitudinal and diagonal breaks exhibited by the 
Nebraska specimens resemble the breaks to be ob- 
served in the animal bones so abundant in our 
shell-heaps and ruins everywhere and which can 
with reasonable certainty be attributed to human 
agency. Some of these fractures in the Nebraska 
finds are probably old and may have been produc’ 
ed while the bone was green or fresh. But who is 
prepared to tell us of the finer distinctions—if 
any—between fresh bone crushed by a carnivor 
and fresh bone crushed by a man between two 
stones? Certain other longitudinal fractures char- 
acteristic of the Nebraska bones, especially those 
carrying the split clear through the condyles, are 
distinctly unhumanlike performances; besides, 
they seem to me to have been made since the 
bones were fossilized. Belonging to this latter class 
are also many clear-cut transverse fractures, which 
certainly could not have been produced in fresh 
bone. Finally, the various facets on the fractured 
pieces often show different degrees of wear and 
polish, suggesting again that the breaking-up pro- 
cess has been prolonged and at least in part subse 
quent to fossilization. The more or less uniformly 
worn or semi-polished condition of certain of the 
specimens is a matter which may be left for others 
to explain, but it can scarcely be regarded as the 
work of man. 
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“The inevitable conclusion is, therefore, in my 
judgment, that the presence of artifacts in the 
Snake Creek deposits is not established and can 
not be established by the collections examined to 
date.” : 

N. C. NELSON, 
The American Museum of Natural History. 


The antiquity of man is still an open question. We 
do not believe the presence of man on this planet has 
ever been established at a more remote age than ten 
thousand years at the very outside, as far as our pres- 
ent knowledge goes. And with the present informa- 
tion at our disposal concerning the chronology of the 
Bible*, there is not even a remote semblance of con- 
tradiction between the science of anthropology and 
the sacred Scripture. The two accounts of human 
antiquity agree so far as is proved. 

This is not the real issue, however, as we stated at 
the beginning of this paper. The controversy is not 
over the age, but the origin of man. Concerning that 
matter, we still hold with the prophet Moses, who, 
speaking by the inspiration and from the revelation of 
God stated the process of origin clearly when he said: 

“So God created man in His own image, in the 
image of God created He him; male and female created 
He them.” 

The utter collapse of the theory of organic evolu- 
tion has left us with no other alternative to believe. 





*See: The Chronology of the Bible by this Author. 
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